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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The applicant amended claim 62 and added new claims 69-73 
The pending claims are 62, 64, and 66-73. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 62 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The applicant added in claim 62 the limitations of a match data structure and the 
priority being specifiable. These claims are addressed in the following rejection. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 62 and 69 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• "said data structure" in claim 62, lines 48-49, should be "said match data 
structure"; and 

• "such structure" in claim 69, line 42, should be "such access control data 
structure". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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5. Claims 62 and 72-73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

The limitation, "an expert is not excluded from said match data structure merely 
because, in one or more categories, the expert's level of expertise is less than the 
customer's desired level of expertise", of claim 62 is not supported by the specification 
and/or drawings. 

In claim 72, the limitation, "the ranking penalizes an expert whose level of 
expertise in a category is less than the customer's desired level of expertise", is not 
supported by the specification and/or drawings. The formula at the top of page 36 of 
the specification does not penalize an expert whose level of expertise is less than the 
desired level of expertise in ranking. Especially, either "5-MAX" or MAX(0, 
(ProviderLevel-RequesterLevel)) does not penalize an expert whose level of expertise is 
less than the desired level of expertise in ranking. Claim 73, further depending from 
claim 72, is likewise rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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7. Claims 62, 64, and 66-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,862,223) in view of Puram et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,289,340). 

With respect to claim 62, Walker teaches at least one user data structure stored 
in the medium (i.e., end user database 260 or expert database 255 in fig. 2), the user 
data structure comprising data concerning one or more users, where for each user, 
there exists one or more fields providing contact information for the user, where the user 
may be an expert or a customer (i.e., expert database contains contact information for 
experts, lines 25-41 in col. 14, and end user database contains contact information for 
end users, lines 42-49 in col. 14). Walker teaches an expert data structure stored in the 
medium (i.e., expert database in fig. 2), the expert data structure comprising data 
concerning one or more experts, where, for each expert, there exists (a) one or more 
fields defining at least one time period of availability of the expert for performing a 
project (i.e., expert database contains availability standard information for experts, lines 
25-41 in col. 14), and (b) one or more fields defining at least one category of expertise 
or experience of the expert and a level of expertise or experience of the expert with 
respect to each such category (i.e., expert qualifications on the expert's professional 
qualification, such as degrees, experience, etc, line 66 in col. 14 thru line 9 in col. 15). 
Walker teaches a project data structure stored in the medium (i.e., end user request 
database 265 in fig. 2), the project data structure comprising data concerning one or 
more projects, where, for each project, there exists (a) one or more fields identifying the 
customer within said user data structure (i.e., attaching user id 620 in fig. 6 and line 62 
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in col. 16 thru line 12 in col. 17), (b) one or more fields defining at least one desired time 
period of availability of an expert for performing the project (i.e., attaching criteria 630 
for time frame 635 in fig. 6 and lines 13-35 in col. 17), and (c) one or more fields 
defining the desired level of expertise or experience of the expert in each of one or more 
categories of expertise or experience (i.e., attaching criteria 630 for qualification and 
subject 635 in fig. 6 and lines 13-35 in col. 17). Walker does not explicitly disclose one 
or more fields defining a level of priority to the customer, for the project, of each of the 
desired levels of (c) above. However, Puram teaches one or more fields defining a level 
of priority to the customer, for the project, of expertise equaling or exceeding each of the 
desired levels of (c) above (line 60 in col. 5 thru line 14 in col. 6, fig. 2, and fig. 9), the 
priority being specifiable independently of the desired level of expertise, wherein the 
priority (d) is specifiable independently of the desired level of expertise (c) (i.e., an 
employer identifies a skill level or experience and the importance or priority of that skill 
(emphasis added), line 60 in col. 5 thru line 15 in col. 6) in order to optimize better 
matching/searching results. Puram also teaches a match data structure resulting from 
comparison of the expert data structure with the project data structure, the data 
structure assigning to each expert a match score that takes into account the level of 
expertise or experience of the expert in each of one or more of the categories, the level 
of expertise desired by the customer in one or more of the categories, and the priority 
assigned by the customer to expertise in each of the categories (fig. 10 and fig. 11), and 
wherein an expert is not excluded from the match data structure merely because, in one 
or more categories, the expert's level of expertise is less than the customer's desired 
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level of expertise (i.e., candidatel who has a less level of expertise in project (row 
number 7) than the desired level of expertise is not excluded from the match, fig. 1 1 and 
lines 12-29 in col. 8). Therefore, based on Walker in view of Puram, it would have been . 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
utilize the teachings of Puram to the system of Walker in order to optimize better 
matching/searching results. 

With respect to claim 64, Walker teaches the expert in biological sciences and 
the categories of expertise or experience relate to the biological sciences (lines 13-35 in 
col. 17). The limitations of claim 64 are rejected in the analysis of claim 62 above, and 
the claim is rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 66, Walker teaches a data structure indicating the 
availability of contact information on one user to another user (line 61 in col. 7 thru line 
15 in col. 8, lines 35-52 in col. 25, and lines 25-50 in col. 14). 

With respect to claim 67, Walker further teaches wherein for each expert, the 
level of expertise or experience is defined on a hierarchical basis consisting at least two 
tiers (category/subcategory and level of expert qualification, fig. 15, lines 21-52 in col. 
25, and lines 26-29 in col. 17), and for each project, the desired level of expertise or 
experience is defined on a hierarchical basis comprising at least two tiers (i.e., 
category/subcategory and level of expert qualification, fig. 15 and lines 21-52 in col. 25). 
Walker does not explicitly disclose a priority of a level. However, Puram teaches the 
priority of that desired level is defined on a hierarchical basis comprising at least two 
tiers (line 59 in col. 3 thru line 5 in col. 4, line 60 in col. 5 thru line 14 in col. 6, fig. 9, and 
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fig. 10). Therefore, the limitations of claim 67 are rejected in the analysis of claim 62 
above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claims 68 and 70 are rejected in the analysis of claim 67 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 69, Walker teaches at least one user data structure stored 
in the medium (i.e., end user database 260 or expert database 255 in fig. 2), the user 
data structure comprising data concerning one or more users, where for each user, 
there exists one or more fields providing contact information for the user, where the user 
may be an expert or a customer (i.e., expert database contains contact information for 
experts, lines 25-41 in col. 14, and end user database contains contact information for 
end users, lines 42-49 in col. 14). Walker teaches an expert data structure stored in the 
medium (i.e., expert database in fig. 2), the expert data structure comprising data 
concerning one or more experts, where, for each expert, there exists (a) one or more 
fields defining at least one time period of availability of the expert for performing a 
project (i.e., expert database contains availability standard information for experts, lines 
25-41 in col. 14), and (b) one or more fields defining at least one category of expertise 
or experience of the expert and a level of expertise or experience of the expert with 
respect to each such category (i.e., expert qualifications on the expert's professional 
qualification, such as degrees, experience, etc, line 66 in col. 14 thru line 9 in col. 15). 
Walker teaches a project data structure stored in the medium (i.e., end user request 
database 265 in fig. 2), the project data structure comprising data concerning one or ~ 
more projects, where, for each project, there exists (a) one or more fields identifying the 
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customer within said user data structure (i.e., attaching user id 620 in fig. 6 and line 62 
in col. 16 thru line 12 in col. 17), (b) one or more fields defining at least one desired time 
period of availability of an expert for performing the project (i.e., attaching criteria 630 
for time frame 635 in fig. 6 and lines 13-35 in col. 17), and (c) one or more fields 
defining the desired level of expertise or experience of the expert in each of one or more 
categories of expertise or experience (i.e., attaching criteria 630 for qualification and 
subject 635 in fig. 6 and lines 13-35 in col. 17). Walker teaches one or more of the 
user, expert or project data structure fields is considered a confidential information field, 
and an access control data structure stored in the medium, which comprises one or 
more fields specifying each use's access to confidential information fields concerning 
another user, such structure permitting the access of an expert to confidential 
information of a customer to be controlled separately form the customer's access to 
confidential information for that expert (lines 21-43 in col. 33 and lines 51-57 in col. 36). 
Walker does not explicitly disclose one or more fields defining a level of priority to the 
customer, for the project, of each of the desired levels of (c) above. However, Puram 
teaches one or more fields defining a level of priority to the customer, for the project, of 
each of the desired levels of (c) above (line 60 in col. 5 thru line 14 in col. 6, fig. 2, and 
fig. 9) in order to optimize better matching/searching results. Therefore, based on 
Walker in view of Puram, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to utilize the teachings of Puram to the system of 
Walker in order to optimize better matching/searching results. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claim 71 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joon H. Hwang whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4036. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00(M~F). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 



published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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